Introduction
The publication of research findings and opinions in peer-reviewed journals remains the cornerstone of the dissemination of scientific knowledge. When asked why they publish, researchers often cite effective communication with peers as the principal stimulus, although career enhancement, personal prestige and improved opportunities for research funding are frequently referred to as additional benefits [1] . Indeed, it is likely that the strength of some of these stimuli underlies many of the disappointingly prevalent examples of scientific misconduct through falsification or misrepresentation of research data that have been reported, quite possibly representing just the tip of an iceberg [2] . Nevertheless, dissemination of new scientific knowledge is of paramount importance to societal advance and is an indisputable overall force for good.
The system of anonymous peer review employed by most journals attempts to enhance the quality of published research, but has limitations. Human nature is such that, although reviewers are encouraged to be dispassionate and, in general, do their best to be so, it is inevitable that the personal experiences, entrenched opinions and biases of reviewers, and editors, will influence decisions regarding the quality of submitted articles and therefore prioritization for publication. These factors almost certainly make a contribution to what is often perceived by authors to be an unreliable system at best, and even an unfair one at worst. There is some justification for the former perception of a lack of consistency in the peer review process in relation to clinically orientated research. For example, the Journal of Clinical Investigation published the results of an analysis of reviewers' recommendations on 1000 articles submitted to the journal. It was concluded that 'while agreement between reviewers was better than predicted by chance, it was only modestly so when the effect of grade clustering was taken into account' [3] . Most journal editors would recognize this picture, despite attempts to improve the consistency and quality of reviews. These include modifications such as employing named as opposed to anonymous reviewers, and double-blind peer review, where an attempt is made to anonymize the authors also. The latter is challenging, not least because self-citation is commonplace in scientific papers. Nevertheless, the approach is being adopted by some journals, more so in the social sciences [1] .
Although the system of peer review is somewhat flawed, alternatives, such as entirely open non-peerreviewed publication, have their own drawbacks. For most scientific journals, peer review remains an integral and substantive approach to the assessment of articles submitted for publication. Furthermore, there is evidence that peer review and editorial input improve the quality of medical research reporting [4] .
Submitting authors are not in a position to influence the procedures and criteria applied by journals to assess the value of their contribution, or the biases of reviewers, conscious or otherwise. Nevertheless, there are effective strategies that can be deployed in order to maximize the likelihood of acceptance of their manuscript by their journal of first choice. Submission of work that is of the highest scientific quality, novelty and potential impact (scientific, clinical, and/or societal) is likely to be the most effective strategy, of course, although even that by no means guarantees success -the barriers encountered in overcoming prevailing dogma by eventual Nobel prize winners Barry Marshall and Robin Warren were substantial, despite their discovery of Helicobacter pylori ultimately having a huge impact on the natural history and treatment of peptic ulcer disease [5] .
In addition to the quality of the science, optimal journal selection and, often neglected, forensic attention to detail in relation to crafting the manuscript are likely to maximize the chances of success.
Choosing the most appropriate journal
An important decision for an author in the clinical sciences is whether to submit to a prominent (often weekly) general journal, for example The Lancet, or a more specialized journal such as JTH. However, over recent years, the landscape has become more complex as some general journals have branched into specialty areas; for example, The Lancet now publishes numerous topicspecific journals such as The Lancet Neurology and The Lancet Haematology. Journals generally provide clear guidance on the topics and types of manuscripts that are likely to be deemed of interest. Potential authors should scrutinize these carefully as a first step in the decisionmaking process. For example, the mission, aims and scope of JTH are presented in some detail in the Overview section of the journal's website. Authors should show a degree of realism in selecting the target journal. For example, well-conducted multicenter randomized clinical trials of novel therapies that are likely to result in changes to clinical practice may be more competitive for publication in a general journal than equally scientifically meritorious studies of lesser potential impact. However, such distinctions are far from absolute.
The most frequently cited considerations for choice of journal are reputation and impact factor, which are often closely related, and, increasingly, the journal's policy on open access.
Although a relatively high impact factor is attractive, using it to measure the quality of an individual manuscript has significant imperfections. The impact factor of a journal reflects the frequency with which its published articles are cited by indexed journals, based on the assumption that the 'best' papers are cited more frequently. Specifically, in calculating the impact factor for a particular year, the numerator is the number of times that papers published in the preceding 2 years were cited in indexed journals during the following year.
The denominator is the number of original articles and reviews (but not including editorials or letters) published in the journal during that 2-year period.
This leads to a number of limitations in using journal impact factor as a measure of the scientific worthiness of a published article of which authors should be aware. Thus, it is entirely possible for a rarely cited article of low impact to have been published in a journal of high impact factor and to benefit from misplaced kudos therefrom. For example, it was calculated that 89% of the impact factor of Nature for 2004 was based on 25% of its published articles during the relevant period [6] . A small proportion of very highly cited papers have a major effect. Also, the metric takes no account of self-citation or of citations that refute the cited paper's content. In addition, it is entirely feasible to manipulate a journal's impact factor, e.g. by editors encouraging authors to include citations from their own journal in the bibliography of cited papers as a condition of acceptance, or by concentrating on the publication of review articles and practice guidelines, which tend to be cited extensively. Furthermore, citation rates vary considerably across areas of research. For example, it may not be valid to compare impact factors of specialty journals in the social sciences with those in clinical medicine. Indeed, even within the medical sciences, it is conceivable that there will be differences in citation rates in subfields that fall within the general remit of the journal, e.g. hemostasis articles in general hematology journals.
Considerations such as these prompted a group of editors and publishers who gathered at The American Society for Cell Biology in San Francisco in 2012 to debate approaches to the evaluation of research quality. In the resulting San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment, the first recommendation is 'Do not use journalbased metrics, such as journal impact factors, as a surrogate measure of the quality of individual research articles, to assess an individual scientist's contributions, or in hiring, promotion or funding decisions' [7, 8] . This is wise advice indeed, but is it widely adopted? Presentation Typically, the journal editors make an initial decision on whether the topic and qualities of a submitted manuscript renders it appropriate for further consideration through peer review. The majority of manuscripts considered by JTH navigate this initial triage successfully. The final decision regarding publication rests with the editors, informed by the opinions of two or more reviewers. From the perspective of reviewers and editors, the decision to recommend publication (almost invariably after amendments to improve the manuscript), or rejection, is not usually clear-cut. Rather, it is a judgement based on a host of factors, with scientific rigour, relative novelty and relevance to the journal's readership being predominant. However, in reaching a judgement, the reviewer is likely to be influenced, even if at the subliminal level, by the clarity of presentation and readability. It follows, therefore, that close attention to those characteristics of a manuscript prior to first submission may be decisive, particularly in relation to a manuscript that, like the majority, sits in the borderline for acceptance category in the reviewers' opinion. Suboptimal presentation may be the factor that tips the balance against further consideration for publication.
All authors are aware of the general principles that apply to the typical format of a scientific publication. In most medical scientific journals, JTH included, a descriptive title is followed by the authorship, a summary or abstract, a general introduction to the topic, the methods employed, including the analytic tools, the results, a discussion of the data, including justifiable conclusions, and a bibliography of relevant publications. However, within these ground rules, there are ample opportunities for imprecision, duplication, obfuscation, ambiguity, and lack of lucidity, which can significantly detract from the perceived value of the underlying data. In contrast, scrupulous attention to detail in the crafting of a manuscript is likely to have a favorable impact on reviewers and editors. The comments that follow are based on my experiences as an author -who has been as equally susceptible as most to imperfections in manuscript presentationand are supported by insights gained as a reviewer and editor. The recommendations are not novel, and most have been well rehearsed previously in reviews and texts. Indeed, many of them concur with those of the International Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE) (www.icmje.org), of which JTH has been a member since 2014. Most authors may find the guidance to be familiar, but it is remarkable how frequently these non-contentious recommendations go unheeded, even by experienced authors.
My hope is that the advice that follows will go some way towards improving the presentational aspects of your submissions to JTH, or will at least raise the profile of the importance of attention to detail in manuscript preparation as a strategy to reduce the risks of a disappointing outcome.
In making these recommendations I am conscious that there may be conflicts between presentational features that render a manuscript more attractive to a reviewer and those that, regrettably, appear to impact on the likelihood of citation following publication. For example, van Wesel et al. [9] reported that, among general and internal medicine papers analyzed, a relationship exists between the number of authors and references listed and citation rate. Although it is plausible that these parameters could reflect enhanced quality through scientific collaboration, the authors also found that a colon in the title was associated with increased citation, a more perturbing relationship.
It is pertinent, first of all, to consider the characteristics of an outstanding research paper. Clearly, the quality and originality of the science are paramount, but some other important attributes are often overlooked or just ignored. The manuscript should be concise yet easy to understand, including by the cognate non-specialist, and the significance of the findings should be discussed in a rational manner with avoidance of hyperbole and recognition of the limitations -invariably there will be some. It is improbable that overcomplicating the narrative and exaggerating the importance of the data will impress a reviewer, who is an expert in the field. Indeed, it may have the opposite effect to that intended by the authors. Some other factors with the potential to have a negative impact on the reactions of a reviewer or editor are listed in Table 1 , and reckless behaviors that must never be contemplated are listed in Table 2 .
The manuscript title
Most readers will progress no further than the title of your article, of course. This may be mitigated to some extent by construction of a title that is concise but that gives a clear indication of the topic and research question being addressed, thus whetting the appetite of the reader. Clear reference to the principal topic towards the beginning of the title, e.g. venous thrombosis, hemophilia, or endothelial function, is a useful strategy. Sometimes it is possible for the title to describe the main findings while remaining concise. For example, in my opinion, 'Low molecular weight heparin reduces the risk of perioperative venous thromboembolism' is preferable to 'The effects of prophylaxis with low molecular weight heparin on perioperative venous thromboembolism.' However, 'LMWH reduces the risk of perioperative VTE' is not recommended -abbreviations in the title should always be avoided, even if they are in common usage. Remember that not all readers will be specialists in the field.
Authorship
To qualify as an author, the individual must have made a significant intellectual contribution to the content. At the very least there should have been a contribution to the formulation of the research question, the design of the study, the analysis and/or interpretation of the results, or the writing of the manuscript. As a guide to their qualification, it has been suggested that each author might usefully ask a question of themselves such as 'Could I present personally to an audience in a coherent fashion the hypothesis, methods employed, results and conclusions of the study?' Many journals, including JTH, ask for documentation of the specific contributions of authors named on the manuscript. The responses should be plausible. An excessive number of authors in relation to the data presented is likely to raise questions in the mind of an editor, e.g. when a high proportion of the authors are said to have contributed only to the revision of the manuscript. Inclusion of 'guest authors', usually high-profile individuals who have made a minimal Table 1 Pitfalls to steer clear of, based on personal editorial experience Using a style and format that provides incontestable evidence that the journal-specific instructions to authors have not been read Forgetting to change the manuscript format from that appropriate to the prior failed submission Forgetting to change in the covering letter the journal title/editor's name from those of the prior failed submission Submitting a manuscript with an implausibly large number of coauthors in relation to the extent of the work (Fig. 1 ) Submitting paired manuscripts that could clearly have been merged into a single article of higher quality Being unprofessional, including rude or arrogant, in response to an unfavorable decision regarding acceptance for publication contribution to the work but are included with the aim of increasing the chance of publication, is wholly unacceptable practice. Equally unsupportable is 'ghost authorship'. A ghost author makes a significant contribution, e.g. to data analysis or the drafting of the manuscript, but is not named. This is especially prevalent in reports of industryfunded randomized trials [10] , and potentially undermines the requirement for transparency in conflicts of interest (see below). Authors quite commonly request 'joint first authorship'. This is frowned upon by some editors, including those of JTH [11] . The term could be considered to be an oxymoron. If taken to the extreme, it would be absurd -perhaps all authors could be argued to have made an equal contribution and therefore qualify for joint first authorship? The reasoning behind the request often seems to be to ensure appropriate recognition for the purpose of career progression. It is far better for the authors to agree the hierarchy and make a clear declaration of the extent of the individual contributions in order to achieve this end.
Journals typically request authors to declare any potential conflict of interest that may exist in relation to the material submitted. The purpose seems not to be uniformly understood. A declaration does not preclude authorship; it simply aids transparency by making editors, reviewers and readers aware. This is because it is well documented that outside influences, even when apparently trivial, affect opinions and behaviors [12] . Authors should take care that they are comprehensive in completing the declaration, as omissions may, on occasion, be readily apparent to an editor, and raise doubts. For example, many directors of hemophilia care necessarily have close links with manufacturers of therapeutic materials for bleeding disorders, through commissioning or consultancy. An editor would be likely to question the accuracy of a null declaration in such circumstances. You should avoid the misconception that only conflicts of interest that you believe may have influenced you need to be declared, as you are not best placed to reach a rational conclusion about this. A study of radiation oncologists best exemplifies the issue -when they were asked whether they are influenced in their prescribing habits by receipt of gifts from companies, only 5% agreed, but 33% of the same population agreed that their colleagues were so influenced [13] . This is a salutary lesson.
The Abstract or Summary
After the title, this is the second most frequently read part of a manuscript, facilitated by the widespread use of search engines, and it is deserving of close attention during drafting. To attract the reader, it is a useful tactic to describe the research question at the very start. Whereas the Abstract should remain concise, it should be self-evident that it must also give a clear indication of what was done, how it was achieved, the principal findings and interpretation, and a measured description of the conclusions reached. It should go without saying that the content must be entirely consistent with that in the body of the manuscript. The use of abbreviations is best avoided in this section.
The Introduction
Contrary to what some seem to believe, there is no direct relationship between the length of this section and the complexity of the research question or the intellectual athleticism of the authors. Verbosity is a common trap into which to fall, not only in scientific writing. Even the unparalleled wordsmith Geoffrey Chaucer (1343-1400), poet and 'Father of English Literature', is reported to have apologized for 'superfluity of words' [14] -something on which to ponder in our own prose.
The sole purpose of the Introduction of a scientific paper is to explain to the reader, who may be a nonexpert, why the work was performed and why it is significant. While remaining succinct, this should include the problem being addressed, with a description of the aims or hypothesis being tested, as appropriate, and a summary of relevant background work. The latter should be comprehensive while including only that which is directly relevant, and should not be biased towards the previous work of the current authors -reviewers will detect inappropriate self-citation.
The Methods
This is the one section of the manuscript in which the authors should be unrestrained. A useful widely adopted strategy is to ask oneself 'would the description of the methods allow the reader to replicate fully the experiments or investigation performed?' If not, then the manuscript is inadequate and may well not be considered further for publication. The employment of subheadings may assist with readability.
Many journals, JTH included, utilize the skills of reviewers whose expertise is in statistical analysis, and deficiencies in this area are likely to be detected readily. It is always advisable to seek appropriate methodological input in the planning stages of the work to be performed, as neglect of this may be apparent to the expert reviewer. For example, omission of a power calculation in relation to the planning of a clinical trial would represent an egregious error.
The Results
It should be self-evident that this section must be comprehensive, but repetition should be avoided -there is no merit in repeating the results in text, figure, and table, and indeed this may be irritating to the reader. Rather, a decision should be reached on the most appropriate format for providing clarity and ease of comprehension. Again, the use of subheadings facilitates readability. This section should not include references or elements of discussion, unless a specific format is specified, e.g. the JTH 'Brief Report', which has the Results and Discussion sections combined. Great care should be taken with legends to figures and tables, as these seem to be often overlooked in the proof-reading process. Other blunders include failure to provide actual numbers alongside percentages, and numbers that do not add up to 100%, with no explanation offered. Many journals, including JTH, allow the submission of Supporting Information/Supplementary Materials, which may be published online if the article is accepted. You should not use this facility wantonly as a repository for superfluous, duplicate or irrelevant material, and must take care that all of the principal results are included in the main text.
The Discussion
As with the Introduction, reviewers will be well aware that prolixity has no relationship to scientific value. The narrative should be focused and unbiased. It is useful to open the section with the main message being conveyed, but in doing so hyperbole must be eschewed at all costs. Careful consideration should be given, and substantiation assured, before uniqueness or exclusivity is claimed -it is rarely entirely justified. It is good practice to reflect in a balanced manner upon the limitations of the work -if you neglect to do so, the reviewers may well do this for you, increasing the risk of rejection. Speculation in the absence of data is tempting but is also unlikely to be well received.
Journal editors have access to effective software for the ready detection of plagiarism. Although it is recognized that only a minority of ideas, conclusions and recommendations are truly novel, as in the current article, and also that there may be limited linguistic variations for the description of common themes, authors should take great care to avoid any suggestion of the inclusion of significant unattributed sections lifted directly from the work of others.
The References
Again, this section should be comprehensive. In particular, expert reviewers are adept at detecting the omission of reference to articles that present conflicting data or alternative perspectives, and will be sensitive to excessive self-citation in this section also. Reviewers are asked specifically to confirm that the format of the journal has been adhered to. This is quite frequently overlooked by authors in relation to the References or Bibliography in particular.
The final check
Entirely appropriately, most manuscripts will have been through numerous iterations before the final version is agreed. This may result in omissions, duplications, typographical issues, and errors of syntax. All of the authors are responsible for the content of the manuscript. It follows that careful proof-reading of the final draft by every author is essential. When appropriate, it is also highly advisable to seek the assistance of a native English speaker in reviewing the manuscript. Finally, reference has been made above on several occasions to the requirement for the manuscript to be informative to a non-specialist reader. To that end, it represents good practice to seek input on the manuscript from colleagues from other disciplines prior to submission.
Much of the above advice will already be familiar to experienced scientific authors, through their reading, training, good judgement, or experience. Considering this, it is a constant surprise that submitted manuscripts frequently do not comply with these well-rehearsed prerequisites, especially as deviation from them could conceivably impact negatively on the perceived quality of the submission.
After publication
In most cases, the task is complete after modifications recommended by the editor have been incorporated, the revised manuscript has been accepted, and proofs have been verified. However, on rare occasions, an error is noted after publication, and it may be appropriate and in the interests of scientific rigour for a corrigendum or erratum to be published. These terms are sometimes used interchangeably, and may not have been consistently discriminated, engendering a degree of confusion. A convention that has been adopted in scientific publishing employs errata to report and clarify production errors for which the publisher is responsible, and corrigenda in relation to author errors or changes after publication. Both should be required infrequently if appropriate attention is payed to drafting and proof-reading, including close scrutiny of tables and figures.
The last word
Finally, sadly, all scientists will be familiar with the passion engendered by a letter of rejection from their chosen journal. The immediate and partly understandable responses, ranging from disbelief through disappointment and annoyance to fury, must be contained. In general, a more rational and productive response to rejection is a period of composed reflection, employment of the reviews in improvement of the manuscript, and submission to an alternative journal. Most papers find a home eventually, sometimes in a journal that is reputably even more prestigious than that first chosen. Only very occasionally may it be appropriate to challenge the decision. Indeed the ICJME recommends that journals should have a stated mechanism to deal with appeals; that of JTH appears as the final section of the online Instructions to Authors. This should be employed only in exceptional circumstances, principally when there is verifiable evidence for unfair consideration of the submission. If an appeal is indeed deemed to be appropriate, it should be couched in polite language that is respectful of the editors and reviewers as colleagues; venting your spleen may well be counterproductive (see Table 1 ). After all, invariably the editor has the last word.
